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Js+ k. GENERAL INTRODUCTION
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The' U:S. Department of Education (ED); through the Bureau of Educat1on

for the Hand1capped (now .the’ Office of Special Educat1oq), contraCtéd w1th the ~

Research Tr1angle Institute, under ED Qontraet No. 3Q0,77 0529 to design and

conduct a Suﬁhgy'of the contents and propert;es of the Individualized Educa-

tion Programs (IEPs) that are mandated by the Education for All Handicapped

O"leren Act (P.L. 94-142). ", ' ] :

. hlthough the nat1onal survey of IEPs provided’ 1nformat1on ‘about the

’ 1mplementat1on of the, IEP mandate of P.L. 94-142 for a few selected _subpopu-
latlons (e - ch1ldren attendrng schools in rural areas), a Jack of relevant
de51gn 1nformat1on precluded the inclusion of an adequate sample bf migrant
chlldren vho are enrolled ia public schools--a 'subpopulation for wh1ch the
development of IEPs could be dspecially problematlc However, .in another.
study it 15 conductlng fpr ED, the Research Triangle Instltute (RTI) 1den-
t1f1ed (a). a number of spec1al schools that serve hand1capped migrant students

. and (b) ‘ sample of 146 mlgr.ant students who were reported by school wtaff to
be, TMR (tra1nable mehtally retarded). or functlonally d1sabled ‘(This other
study, a nat1onal stndg of the ESEA Tltle 1 Migrant program, is being con-

~ dnctad for the Offlce‘of Program Evaluation, ED.) With this information, it

" was pract;cal to design and condnct a telephone survey of the schools attended
by a small Sample*of handicapped migrant ch1ldren to” explore the extent to
wh1cH‘£he IEP mandate of P.L. 94-142 is being 1mplemented for hand1Capped
mlgraqt chlldren. Acgq%dlnglg BER mod1f1ed Contract Number 300-77:;0529 to
1nclude the de81gn "and condpct of such a telephone survey.

. - . T .
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- UIL s*.rémmm OF PROBLEM
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Migrant workers ang théfr famllles travel throughout the United States,

-sdeklng seasonal emplqyment on farms, ip £ith canneries, etc. These movement

patterns take the mignann?childzan in and out of several school d15tr1cts each

year, both’ w:thin and acrsss state boundaries. A major incentive for school

-
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personnel to identify handicapped migrant children and .complete the time-
consuming process of develop1ng IEPs is to include them in- the1r ‘counts” for
purposes of rece1v1ng federal funding under P.L. 94-142. However, fund1ng
'counts provide little 1ncent1ve for personnel in those schools in which a

- Student enrolls EQEEE the December conntndate, or in those s1tuat}ons vhere
the student is enrolléﬁ prior to December but expected to migrate before the
court date. (Most m1grat1on occurs during the months of Harch through Novem-
ber as families folldw the planting and harVest1ng cycles ) Even if schools
do inmitiate the referral/screen1ng/IEP devekopment process, many of the
migrant children included in the process u;li have mlgrated out of the d1str1ct
or state before an IEP has been completed '

The assessment and IEP process for mrgrant children ‘is compliCatedhfﬁrtnqr.
by twp other factors. First, these children tend to migrdte into rutaltarEas,
thus intreasing the likelihood of their enrollment in small riral sthool
districts that hjve limited facilities or resources for serving the.handicapped.~
Second, a large number of the migrant children come from homes in which the |

Span1sh language is dominant (RTI's best estimate at this time is that ap-
prox;mately two-thirds of the migrant children ;"é in th1s category), and very
few of the standardized cognitive/achievement instruments used in assessments .

have included representat1ve samples of cultures other than whites, Anglo-

, Saxon, and occas1ona11y Black American, in their normative samples10f the

- population.? . ‘ .

_ Given these considerations and the low priority that migrant:chfldren .

n. historically have been give relati\& tohthe provision of educational services,

it is Pypothes12ed that the majority of hand1capped migrant children will nﬂr
be served in accordance with the current mandates of the Act. The telephone ,

survey was designed to shpd light on the extent of this presuﬁed defic1t

III. PURPOSE OF THE TELEPHONE.SURVEY '.

The  primary purpose of the telephone survey was to determine the e&tent “
t¢ which a sample of hand1capped migrant® children, who were Ldgat&fred as'
be1ng handlcapped An January or February 1978, were 61m11ar1y 1deql1iled in,

,rp e
. e 'J'

- ' ' PEESEREY T '
&’ N
1 Appendix A provides a description of the characterlstfﬁs dﬁ,migrant
ch11drenl§s thesevcharacteristics relate to'the 1mp1ementat1on,d£ P'L L94-142.

*
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and had IEPs prepared by, eagh of the schoo$ in which theyrwere‘enrolled

. during the period from January 1978 fhrough June 1979} As e secondary ﬁur-
pose, the TEPs collected for the migrant ch11dren were to be analyzed.to

" . determine the extent to which the IEPj prepared for the same ch11dren but by
dlffereqt sphools, reflect common assessments of student needs and cont1nu1ty

. in the provision of services.
Hore specif:.cally, the telephone survey conducted between March and May

of 1980 was de91gned to answer four basic questions:

. a) To what extent 33e migrant, sfhdents, who have been identified as
being handicapped in at least one school, similarly identified in
the other schools in which they were enrollgd during the 18-month
period from January 1, 1978 thiough June 19797 . '

To what extent are IEPs developed for the migrant students who have
been identified as belng-handicapped°

To what ex%ent, and with what degree of utility, are migrant stu-
dents IEPs transmitted between the\dlfferent schools in which they

enroll? ‘

. To what extent do the IEPs prepared for &he same migrant student,

but by different schools, reflect common Assessments of student
needs and continnity in the provision of se}v1ces°
An’ 2nswer to the first question should provide 1051ght into the consis-
tency with. which migrant children are identified as being handlcapped by the
various schopls they attend. P
- . Ap answer to the second gquestion should give some indication of the
" degree to which the IEP requirement of P.L. 9&-142 is met for handicapped
migrant students as they move from school to school.
An answer to the third queston should provide an indication of the

utility of, and continhity reflected 1n, IEPs that are transmltted between -

w

schools
Ap answer o the faﬁrth question should provide insights as' to whether or

. . L
not IEPs for the same student tend to be con8ibtent with regard to assessment

[of, and planning for, the student’s speciafgneeds. Inconsigtency between

schools in planning and providing special %ducation programs and related

services for handicapped children would tend to constrgin the effectiveness of

such programs and services. ' ' N \

* |




IV. ORGANIZATION OF REMAINDER OF REPORT

»

‘v

The survey f1nd1ngs are .preseated in Chapter 2. The conclusions and

recommendations der1ved from the survéy findings are presented 1n Chapter 3.

A description of the survey methodology is presented as Appendix- 'B. y
- Additional supplementary jinformation and materials are appended as
follows: | ‘

+

. .
Appendix A: Characteristics of the -Mfgrant Student Populdtion.

Appendix C: Telepﬁone Interview Guigde.,

Appendix D: -Coufidentialigy-of-Data Statement.'
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Chapter 2

" Findings

SnrveY flnd1ng& aré presented and d1scussed in f1ve sections below.
Section I prov1des a’ description of. the realized sample of 153 students.
Section II contdins f1ndings about the extent to which sample students were

identified across school enrollments as being in need of Spec1al educat1on and

_ related servxces. Section III contains results about the extent to which IEPs

were developed for students as they moved between schools and school districts.
Sectiod IY contains f1nd1ngs about the extent that IEPs and IEP-related infor=
mation.w‘ie.transm1tted between, and ut111zed by staff of, the various schools
in which students were enrolled. Section V focuses on the degree‘to wnieh the
IEPs prepared for .the same students, but by different scheols, reflect commén
assessments of needs and continuity in the provision of services. For reader
convenience, ali referenced tables have been placed a€ the edd of the chapter.
\ , . ; .
I. DESCRIPTION OF STUDENT SAMPLE

> |
The distribution of the 153 students in the realized sample -are described

in this section“by: school t&pe and grade.revel; school type and migrant
category; migrant category and number of school distriet eproliments; migrant

category ‘and number of school enrollments; and school type and number of

-~ -

school enrollments.

Grade Level and School Type
Table 1 shows the distribution of sample students py grade level and

-

school’ type (i.e., whether the student was in the Regular School Component or
in the Spec1al School Component) S1nce most of the students changed grade
*levels durihg the 18- month period covered in the survey, students were clas-
sified in this table by the highest grade level noted diring this period;
e.g., a Student who was enrolled in the second grade in January 1978 and in
the third grade in November- 1979 would be tabulated as a third grader. As
shown in Table 1, the majority of students (87 perceat) were in grades 1-9;
there were no students in the prek-K or grade 10-12 range (it‘fgypéssible.that

some of the gtudents :@in the "ungraded" or "don't know" category could have

-5- :
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been’ in these grade levels or in a comparable two-age level) Since regular
‘s chool students were sampled’only in grades 2,4, and 6 (as of 1 Jaauary 1978)
for the pational evaluation of the 'ESEA Title I Mirant Program, the sample

could not have included students-in the 10 to ‘12 grade ranges.

-

B." __3rant Category and School Type

N
Table 2 glves the drstrxbut1on of sample students by mxgrant category and

school type. Students in: the regular schicol sample are def1ned as regular
school students, and students in the special school sample are def1ned as
speczal school students. The mxgranv'gategor1es\are defined: as follows:

- 1) S1ngle D1str1ct includes students for ,vhom there .was no evidence,

of enrollment in more than one school district during the 18-month-

= g N

period on which the studY was focused. .

Within State: - 1nc1udes students for whom evidence was avallable of

enrollment in more than one district w1th1n a single state _but with

no eV1dence of enrollment outside the state, : z i

Between State: inclndes students wlth evidenge of enrollment in

school districts in more than one state -

és shown in Table 2 119 (or 78 percent) of the 153 sample students were '

enrolked in sphools‘located in only one district. The fact that about 78 -
‘percent of the students did not have school enrcllments in more than omne
district does not necessarily imply thadt these-students do not migrate. For

parents and return to the same district late in the, followrng fall, without an

‘example, some students leave school early in the.spring to travel with their_ -
1nterVen1ng school enrollment-~f1nﬁ1ngs from the prev1ously referenced national
1mnact‘study of the ESEA T}tle I Program (see page 1) indicate that about 40

* percent of the students in this category are enrolled in district schools for
less than\a full academic year. Of the 34 (or 23 percent) studeats who did ]
attend'sehools in more than one district, 27 (or 79 percent) migrated between
states. Thi¥rty percent of the specidl -school students attended schools in
more than one district, as conpared to about 20 percent of the regular-school
sample. . - w-

« These f1ndings were surpr1s1ng on two counts. First,-it was anticipated
that only abont 50 percent of the migrants served each year'by the ESEA Title I
Migrant Program would be earolled in a single “school d1§tr1ct dur1ng the time

frame of the study ("settled out" migrants are ellg1ble for assistance for a

1i

1
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< period of five years after their las£ migration betweengschool distr{cts).

: Althongh the telephone:surVey sample is not large enough o support'national

. estimates with any reasonab].e degree of prec1s1on, this surprl.smg result 1s '
supported by the f1nd1ngs “of the preV1ous1Y referenced national impalt study ‘
of the ESEA T1tleJJ Migraant Program (see page 1). F1nd1ngs for th1s national
study 1nd1cate that only about 25 percent ‘of the m1grant stﬁdents were en-
rolled 1n schools in more than one school district duT1ng the P2 month period

» ~

£rom 1 January 1978 to 1.January 1979. - : ‘

- Second, ’ 1t was antjcipated that m1grant,students enrolled in spec1al-
Schools woJTd be more severely handlcapped, and, therefore, migrate less often
then students enrolled in regular schools. .

The .practical implication of these f1nd1ngs is that the size of the
sample of primary interest:for this study (i.e., those students who migrate
between districtsi is reduced to;34; a factor that severely limits‘the inter-
pretation of find{ngs. Howevér, the critjcal units.of analysis for this study'
“afe the numbers of d1fferent schools and school d1str1cts in which the mob1le
students ‘were enrolled; and, as noted in subsequent sybsections of this sub-

"section, these numbers are substantially larger than’ 34.

»

C. 'Migrant Category and School D1str1ct Enrollments

- Table 3 gives the d1str1butlon of sample students by migrantecategory and

number of 1dent1f1ed school-district enrollments. A\school -dfstrict enrollment

- is defined as a period of continuous enrollment in a‘districtc . The continuity
of an enrollment in-a district was broken by evidence of enrollment in another
. district, but not by a break in enrollment for wh1ch there was no evidence of ’

- enrollment in another district. For example, a student who had an identified -

" enrollment in District A from January 1978 thzough Jude 19?8 and from December
19?8 through Jung 1979, but who Kad no district eqrollment(s) igén
*the July 19?8 through Novemben 19?8 per1od would have been ¢

enrolled 1n ‘a slngle district.- If, in th1s example, it had be

that the student had been enrolled in school d1str1ct B dérlng Beptember
through October 1978, the student would have been counted as hav1ng been |
enrolled in three*d1fferent school d1str1cts (school d1str1ct A, school dis-
trict B, and again in school d1str1ct ay}*evep though only two "d1fferent"

school d13tr1cts were.1nvolved; ot . o
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As ghown in &able 3, none of the students was enrolled in more than three
districts. Note that a .total of 76 ‘school district enrollments [(2 X 26) +
(3 k 8) = 76] were identified for students in the two "mob11e" migrant cate-

:gories; i.e. ,,the 7 students in the w1th1n-state category hadca total of 15
dlsgﬁ;ct*enrollments and the 2?§students in the between- state category had a
_totallof 61 T . ) - ‘ .

.
v ¢ » , , .
[

! - - ¥

I 2
_,D~ __grant Category and-School Bnroliments ’ .
" ? The dlstrlbutfon of. school enrollments for sample students 1s prksented "

in Table 4 by migrant category - As noted 1n Table 4, the max1mum number- of
school enrollments for a s1ngle student was five, w1th an average ‘of 1 93 for,
a11 students Between-state migrants had an average-of 3.26 school enroll-

meqts, as -compared to.2 86 and 1.57 for the within-state and single-district

students, respectively. The: total number. of school eurollméhts for the 153
sample students was 295. Th1s total was dlstrlbuted over each of the three
migrant*categories as follows: 88 for the between-state group; 20 for the

. witlin-state, group; and 187 for the s1ngle~d1str1ct group.
~ . . l.' [ . h - ¥

L)
» r

E. | School Type and School Enrollments ; O ~

" As Shown in Table 5, there is little difference in the average number of

-

school enrollments identified for students in the Regular and Special SchOol

Components "

-
+

TI. ASSESSMENT OF STUDENTS

. . . '
1 . .. L] 1,‘_".

IS
Y

£

5

This sectlon presénts“flndlngs about,the extent to which the sample of -
mlgrant students were assessed and determlned to require special education and
related services in each of the schools in wh1ch they were enrg}led during the
18-month reference period for’ the Study : HCEE P L

- Table 6 shows the responses rece1ved to the following question about each
student's school enrollmgat: Was the student dssessed and found to have a

: handicapping conditioq that required special education adh feiaten servicesq‘-

~As noted in this table, a negatlve response ‘to this questlon was received from

Just over one-half of the 295 sEhools 1n which the 153 sample students had

4 . - . *
- L . L4

.-_7

1 A school enrollment is defifed as a perlod of cont1nuous enrollment.1n
the same school. _ ) o~

N R




been en;oiled. .gs shown in T;blé 6, nggative respon;ég were received more
frequently fo% studehts‘in the betweenr anq_éiihin-state migrant categories
than for students in the éinglé-distriét qategorﬁ: hgg@use the percents qﬁ
"don:t'ﬁnoﬁ" résponses'}eceiveq to quest}onéiaboup assepsments»oﬁ*witﬁin- and
‘ bef?eén*stage pigrgnts we;q greater thyn those received for students in. the
. siﬁgle district ca%ééory, the nuﬁber of "no" or "yes" responses for these two
gfoups gf's;udénts could be increased signi?icantlx, | |
For those gchool enrollments in which ;ample students were not assessed
and determined to be in need of special education and related services, sehool
personnef were asked if student/school records indicated such a designation in
'a.prio£ enrcllment. As.shown in Table“7, 61 percent gf the 153 enrollments
‘for which an assessment had not been conducted had such. information from a
pridr enrollment. Prior assessment information was les$ frequently available
for the- within~ and between-state categori;s than for the single-district

category. . . )
OVerall, students in thﬁtsample had been identified as being in need of
‘;pecial qducati&n and related services in 80 percent of their 295 school
enrollments, either as a résult of an assessment codducted during the.currenp
enrollment or through an indicat;on in student rfcgrds théﬁ the student had .
been so identified in a prior enrollment: There "is lit®e difference in this
finding for the within- and between-state students (65 and QQ percent, respec-
tively); however, the Bing;e-distriﬁt students were so identified ip a lérger
percentag; (i.e.u 86 p‘rqent) of their school enrollments.’ ,
°Since each student Tn the total sample was identified in at least one
ﬁCQOOl enrollment,@s‘ﬁeink handicapped by virture of the sam?Ie sélect?on
: griteria, these results spggést tga£ schools genéral}y were inconsistent in
identifying migrant children who werelid n;ed of special education ;nd related
.Seryiceé., For those students in the within-state and between-state céte;oriesa
it is possible tﬂat some of this ‘inconsistency resﬁlted from variations )
between school districts and statés in the way various handicapping éond%tjoﬁs'
aré defined, or in the cxiteria used to determine th& need for épecia¥ educa-
tion servicés. Finally,“it should be noted that the students in this study

were TMRs and/dr functionally disabled, and were more likely to be identified

as handicéapped th;% children with milder handicapping conditions.

r




III. DEVELOPMENT OF-4EPs

+

This section presents findings about the extent to which IEPs were deyel;.'

+

oped for students in the sample. .

As shown 1n Table 8, at least 22 percent of the 153 students in the
sample had (and at least 14 percent d1d not have) one or more IEPs developed
“for them during the 18-month time frame for the survey. For 14 pencent .of th
sample gtudents, RTI was hot able to determlne whether or not at le
had been developed. A$ would be expected, the largest percent of "don*t know"-
responses occurred wlth_tne mlgrant students who attended schools in more than
one di:.;tfict.2 (These' findings compire unfaverably to the findings of the
Nationzl Survey of IEPs in that about 95 percent of_the‘target population four.
that study had IEP;.) The findingo for the within- 2nd between-state students
suggest that fewer students in these categories had at least one IEP; however,'
these reeults should be interpreted with caution because of the large perceant
of "don't know". responses for each category. ’ ‘

laterviewees reported that IEPs had bein developed for at least 60 percent
of the 295 school enroltmpnts recorded for the 153 sample studeats during the
~ applicable 18-mo time, frame (see Table 9).3 Tnese findings varied by
migrant category; i.e., IEPS were reported to have been developed for a larger
. percent of the school enrollments of 81ngle district migrants (71 pexcent)
than for enrollments of students in the between-state (44, percent) and WIthln;
state (35 percent) categories. Also, 2as noted in Table,9¢?#i;"don t koow"
response was obtained for a larger percent of the enrollments of Betweenystéte
students than for -students in the other two groups: “ '

The findings presented in Table 10 show that at least 58 percent of the
" sample students had 2n IEP developed for each of their school enrol Ients over
the 18-month period covered by the surve&. As expected, a smaller perceat of
the children who attended schoois in more than one district had 1EPs for all

Bl
v
-

2 A "don't know" response meads that none - of -the schools in which the

_student had been enrolled had any knowledge that an IEP either had been or had
not been developed (school staff were often requested to provide information

~ about students who had previously been enrolled in their school but who were
not curreatly .enrclled).

3 Only 135 of the 178 1EPs reported to have been developed were received by
RTI in response to 2 request that each studeat's IEP bk sent to RTI with
personally identifiable information removed )

*+
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- IEPs prepared for these students is not known. .

-

of their school enrollments, when compared to students in the within- and

between-state categor;es There is little ‘or- no difference in these f1nd1ngs

for the two "mobile" categories (i.e., the within-state and the between state

migrants)a HOwevex, these dlfferences must be 1nterpr€hEH ‘with caution be-
cause of the litge pertent of "don't know" responses. '

-

Table 11 presents the, glstrlbutlon of sample gtudents cross-classlfle- by
thelr number 0f°school enrollments and the, number of IEPs }h&t were develdped.
As shown in this table, 85 percent of the students whozyere enrolled ifg only
one school durlng the lﬁ-month refdrence period of the study had an IEP devel-
oped for that enr011ment, only 56 percent of th05e enrolled 1n two/alfferent
schools had an,IEP developed in each “school; only 20 percent of hose with
three school enroILments had an IEP dgvelnped for each earollmenft, and none of
‘the studénts . wlth four or five enrollments had IEPs developed or eﬂch enroll-
ment. The "“don't know" cla331f1cat1qn includes those- chle en for whom at
least ome school was not able to xivk “either a definite "'yé&s” or a definite
"no" to, the. question as to whether or not‘gn IEP developed for the student.
during the period of enrollment at that school* therefore, the exact number of
.r’l'l ) 1
As was expected, there was a strong. reIatlonshlpxbetween the development
of 4n IEP for a student at_a parti‘ar school and tll‘e availability at that
school of(1nformat10n 1nd1cat1ng that the student had been identified in” an
earl1et enrollment as belng in need of tpec;al education and related serv1ces.
" It‘*wakstated prev1ously in Sectlon I1 that Studentfschool records for 80
perce t of the school’ enrollikents for sample students contained information
1nd1cating that the stud&nt had been’ assessed and deterpined to have .a* néed
for spec1al education and.related services. An IEP was developed for 178 (or

89 percent) of thbs set of’ 199 ‘school enrollments: | Corresponding percents’ and

sample s1zes (number of school enroIlments) for ﬁﬂg{three ‘migrant categorles
mi

were? 89 percent (N = 149) for 31ngle-d15tr1ct ants; 88 percent (N = 8)

"’ for within-state migrants; and 93 perceat Ius 429 for.between-state migrants.

..\‘ : o t .
- 1V, TRANSMISSION AND mmzsn/on OF IEP-RELATED INFORMATION

T s / 7 .

4

Interviewees werb asked if there as any 19d1cat10n in school/student




useﬁulness of«the doduﬁent andrthe degree to dhlch ‘it had been adopted
Jhterﬁlewees at only 9 percent (N-= 26) of the 295 earolling SChools

reported thaﬁ thei?,schools had reCe1ved IEPs or other spec1f1¢ 1nformat1o

about’ sample students (: g Tahle 12) ,AIthough the percent of positive rg-

sponses viried little

‘of "don't know" resp

3 " 1In response to a questlou gbout the egreej 0
which regeived IEPs were adopted, 12 perceant reported that the IEPs were
‘in total,” 35 percent s3id the” IEPs were "adopted with slight mod1f1 O
éatio.,t and 23 peicent said that the 1EPs were "aot adopted at gll1." e
4ma ning 31 perceant gave "don t’lmo'.-ar responses. Although these, f1nd1n
baséd “on a very small sample, they do suggest that the transmission of EPs

b ween schools can serve a useful function. <

3

i
/
{

LI ! -
- +
M -

lnterviewees reported-that_ég, or about 25 percent; of the 159" studeats

V. * CONTINUITY REFLECTED IN ®£Ps -

in the sample had IEPs prepared for them.by more than ome school. - Unfortun-
ately, however, RTI received myltiple IEPs for omly 12 of thesesstudents. Two
IEPs were received,for each of the 12 students, even though one student had
six'enrollments in tpree'schools, one had five enrollments in four schéols,
two had four enrollments two schools, two had three enrollments in three
schools, and dne had three enrollmentﬂ in two schools, and flVE had two.en-
rollmeats. in two schools. The pairs of.IEPs received for 9 of the 12 studeats
were foa schools lecated in the same school district. For one of the remain-
ing three students,. EPs were greceived from two‘schools,thaf were located in
different.district : within the 3ame state. . For two remaining studeats,
TEPs werg recelved from schools located in different states .

In each of the 12 cases, the pairs of IEPs were remarkably slnllar in
that assessment findimgs.were in general agreement; and the goals and objec-
_tives and types of seruites weceived reflected a continuity between schools in

' 3 . 17 ‘
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.. the’ provn.s:.on of spec:.al education and related servz.c.’es IEPs d‘eveloped by
"schools within the same school district vere shghtly more smular and repre-
_sented more "between-scbool cont?u:.ty" than 1EPs developed by .schools. located
.in different dlstrlcts_ The one notable difference in the two IEPs avallable
for each studept was that the most recent IEP tended toward more detail in thé
"listing of goals.and objectives_and in the specification of instructional’
' strategles. ‘ 4 ‘~‘ ; \ ' &\ . s ‘o
The CODtlDUltY between'IEPs prepared- for seven of the twelve mlgranz
students .probably is a reflect:.on of they{ransuuttal of IEPs or other spec1ﬁic
infofmation about the studeat’ s bandicapping cond:.tmn between 'sghool staffs.
Thﬁﬁils’ for four ‘of these students, Lnter71ewees indicated thaé an TEP wgs
I’»iecelved from another gchool and adopted in total; for one student,’ the 1nter-
v:.ewee md:.cat:ed ‘that an IEP was received from another school dnd was adopted
w1ﬂ& sllght modlflcatlon’ and for two students, intervieweés indicated that an
IEP was rqceived from another school but was not adopted at all or it was

unknown whether thé IEP was adopted. However, for the remaining five students,

intervigwees.specified tha;enq‘IEP was received from another .school.

J\
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Table 1 ]
- LY - [ b ' ‘
DISTRIBUTION OF SAMPLE STUDENTS, BY HIGHEST GRADE LEVEL AND SCHOOL TYPE .

¢ SChOO]. I'ype
Highest Grade Level Regular SpeEial
N % - % Wl

<
PreK-K - -- -- -, --

1-6 o 82 63 39 . 9
7.9 39 4 30 4 17 43
10-12 -- - c e -
Ungradedﬁl ) 3 2 43 13
Don't Know ' . ‘6 ‘ 5?wn# - Rt

Total 130 100 23 1002/ | 153 1002/
v r— -

al _ Applies only $o students for whoth "ungraded” was the.only grade level
information available.

b/ "Percents do not total 100 becauge of rounding error..
. e l\,‘§ ’ !
.’; ‘ *'_x,:q,?. . ] e
[
A
Table 2 “
™

DISTRIBUTION OF SAMPLE §TUDENTS,,BY MfGRAHI CATEGORY AND SCHQOL TYPE ’

. ' School Type
Migrant Category Regular Special
- " X % N %

Between State 0 - 15 1 30
Within State - | 7 5
Single District " 103 9 0 . 16 70

- r -

_Tétal ' 130 10051 'm'23s

af

=~ Percents do not total 100 because of rounding

- t ’ ) ‘
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o fable 3

" &' s NUMBER OF STUDENTS, BY MIGRANT CATEGORY AND
.. k., NOMBER OF SCHOOL DISTRICT ENROLLYENTS

.
n - I N
. L

]

-

Numb;n;o'f Xl I .

. Scho%.l g Higrant Category :
: Distn’.ct"-a/ Single " . Within ' Between .
Enrollments='] District State State ~ | Total

P ‘-. .
A N % 3 3 N 3

o

L3

119 ' - - | 119 78
-- -~ , 86 - Th 26 17
3 -- -- El 14" 26 g8 - 5

»

Tothl - 100 > 100 100 | 153 , 100

8/ A school district enrollment is an uninterrupted enrollment in the same
achool district,

. Table 4 ' .

’ A N

DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENTS IN, SAMPLE, BY MIGRANT

_CATEGORY AND NWMBER OF SCHOOL ENROLLMENTS

* Number of Migrant Category

‘School il Single , Within © Between
Earo}lments=" |' District_ . State State

i N % N %
&5 .85 -
43 - 43

. ;- Total

Ayerage X
Numfber of \
Enzollments’ . ‘ C

%et Student \ . ' . 3.26

1

'?.{' {A school enrollment is an unint'errli(pted enrollment in the same school.
b,/ 'Percen.ts do not total 100 because bf rounding error.. -’ . vl

-
¥
L]
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. Table§ 0
DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENTS IN smru: “By SCHOOL
TYPE AND NUMBER OF SCHOOL ENROLII‘[ENTS

-

. N‘éﬁgiﬁxc’f 2 School Type -
Enr&llmentsex Regplar Speéial
N N - % - %

il

55 .42 43
42 32 .35 .
21 16

10

2

Total

Average
‘Number of
Enrollments . '

Per Student - 1.94 1.87 1.93

!

Ef, A school enrollment is an un1nterrupted enrollmeht in the same sghool.

b/ Percents do not total 100 because of rounding error.

»

Table 6

N\ WAS STUDENT ASSESSED AND FOUND TO HAVE A HANDICAPPING CONDITION THAT REQUIRED
SPECIAL EDUCATION AND RELATED SERVICES DURING THE ENROLLMENT PERIOD?

(Percent of responses, by student migrant category)i/ )

LTS .
Migrant Category *
.2 Single Within Between
Redponse - District - State State
i {N=187) {N=20). 2 (N=88)

Yes : ' 20 20 ' 35
No . 55 " 58 - - 52
Don't know - 25 - 21- . 14

Tot3) ' 100 1002/ Fot—’/

af Percents are based od columm totals (1 e., number of gthool enrolIments)
shown in parenthesis.

b/ Percents do not total 100 because of rounding error;

¥ -16 -, -2




Tablq‘7

PERCENT OF "NON-ASSESSING" SCHOOL ENROLLMENTS WITH
ASSESSMENT INFORMATION FROM PREVIOUS ENROLLMENTS

-

Migrant Category

Previous
Assessment Status

Single
District
(N=91)"

Within
State

Between
State
(N=51)

Not assessed earlier
Assessed e;rlier in:
Sa@e district
Another district
l._lnknown‘f.ii.s trict

29

(N=11)

64 -

18
18 ¢

53

Total

-

.-100"-

-

100 °

al .

ments) shown in parenthesis.

b/

ments prior to the 18-month period included in this survey.
F

*

\

Table 8

-

3 Percents are based on the column totals (i.e.,jnumber of schbol enroll-

These earlier assessments in. an unknown district reflect district enroll-

PERCENT OF SAMPLE STUDENTS THAT HAD AN IEP FOR AT LEAST ONE SCHOOL
ENROLIMENT DURING THE 18-MONTH STUDY  PERIOD, BY MIGRANT CATEGORY
ents are based on column totals shown in parentheses)

e

—

s
)

Migrant Category

Single
District

Within

State
(N=7)

Between
State

Had at least one IEP

Did dot have at least
one IEP

Don't know

L)

(N=119)
79

15
6

43

14
43

(N=27)
48

1k
41

Total

100




Table 9

WAS AN IEP DEVELOPED FOR. THE STUDENT DURING THE ENROLLMENT PERIOD?

.

(Percent of responses, by student migrant catégory)if

-

Response

+

Migrant Category.

Single

- District

_(N=187)

Within
State
(N=20)

Between -
.Statd
(N=88)

Total

(N=295)

-

Yes
No
Don't know

71
22
7

35
.50
5

44
32
23

60 -
26

L]

‘14

]

Total

N

100

100

1002/

100

T
T

>

1
a/ Pe%cents are based on column totals (i.e., number of school enrollments)
shown in parenthesis. . .

b/

-+ Percents do not total 100 because of rounding error.

Table 10
PERCENT OF SAMPLE STUDENTS THAT HAD IEPs FOR ALL
SCHOOL ENROLLMENTS, BY MIGRANT CATEGORY
(Percents are based on column totals shown in parentheses)

-

[ N ’
Migrant Category.

Within
State
{N=7)

Between
State
(N=27)

Single
District
(N=119)

"Had IEPs for all ’
enrollments - 71 . 14 . il

Did not have IEPs for -
all enrollments 43 48'

Don't know R 6 43 41

+

,1903/ 100 " 100

Total"

“

- a/ Percents do gt total 100 because of rounding error.

-y




Table 11 ¥

DISTRIBUTION OF SAMPLE STUDENTS, BY NUMBER OF
SCHOOL ENROLLMENTS“AND NUMBER OF IEPs
(Pexrcents are based on column totals shown in. parenthesis)

1

- Number 6f School Enrollments ]
2 3 % 5 Total

1
(N=65) _(N=50) (N=23) (N=10) _(N=3) (¥=153)

C e - 16 20 .- - 14 .
85 20 32 - 48 .
-, 56 g '
- - .20

»

- ) - -

- " -

Don't know | 2 20 80

Total 1002/ 100 100

. a/ Percents do not total 100 because of rounding error.

Lo

»~

Table 12

DISTRIBUTION OF SCHOOLS THAT RECEIVED IEPs OR OTHER SPECIFIC INFORMATION
FROM ANOTHER SCHOOL, BY STUDENT MIGRANT CATEGORY @
(Pexrcents are based on column totals shown in parentheses)

-

Schools by Student Migrant Category

Did School °
Receive Single ' Within Between
Information? District - State State
s (N=187) ‘ (N=20) - - (N=88) -

Yes . ¢ 10 8
No . 82 .. 70 : - 69
Don't koow 9 o 20 ‘23

Tota] : . 100 100 100

Pexcents do not total 100 because of roundipg error.

A
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Chaptef 3

Conclusions and Recommendations
— P -

Although a generally acceptable student resp;nse_rate of 78.perceni was
achieved in the survey ti.e., Eﬁggllment histories were obtained for 58 percent
- of the student sample), the adequacy. of the survey data for achievihg the
purposes of the study was significantly reduced by two factors: (L) rel;r
tively large number of ﬂdon'tﬁknaw" respénses that was received to questions.
about school enrollménts-for the within- and between-state migrant stud;nts,
and (2) the 75 perceﬁt respénse,rate to RTI's requesf for a copy of the IEPs
that had been developed for sample students.l These 11mLtat1ons‘prec1ude the
gcﬁérallzatlon of suvey findings to form conclus1ve" answers to the four
b351c study questions for the target population. However, the f1nd1ngs of
this survey suggest tﬁg foiiawing answeré to these questions for the realized
sample: - _ i ..

1) °~ The different schools in which handicapped migrant students enroll

are not consistent in idéntifying ?nd preparing IEPs for these

students,

IEPs are developed less frequently for hand1capped m1grants than for -

non-m1grant students.

Although IEPs and/or IEP-related information are rarely transmitted
between the schools in which handicapped migran£ students enroll,
such information can be-useful to school staff in the identification
of, and preparation of.IEPs for, these students when they enroll An

“their "new" schools. ' ) P

1 The sample design for this survey invelved a small nymber of students and
was supported by an existing national probability sample that RTI had selected
for a national study of the ESEA Title I Migrant Program. It was'not intended
that this probability structure result in a sample that would generate popula-
tion estimates with a reasonable degree of precision--the sige of the sample,
which was held to a minimum by fund limitations, was too small to warrant such
consideration. Rather, the formal probability structure was imposed primarily
as a mechanism for /selecting a sample of representative individuals from the
target population that would be adequate for providing insights into the
answers to the basic study questions. The general characteristic$ of the
resultiqg'stdﬂent sample (i.e., grade level and school -enrollment patterns)
are similar to those of students in the national stﬁﬂyy suggesting that the
survey sample was "representative" of the target populationm. ,

Voo T
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Only a small percent of the handicapped studeats haVe\IEfs developed'
at moxe than one of the "schools in whlch they enroll during am .°
8-month period; however, when multlple IEPs are prepared they
reflect general agreement in assessment results' and ‘contimuity in

the prov151onuof spec1a1 ‘education and related services: )

. These findings generally support the need for a methodology'wheseby IEPs

and/or other information about the special needs of handicapped migrant
students can be transmitted to staff in the varioug schools in which thése
students enroll. l A strategy for modifying the existlng ngrant St*/gnt Record
Transfer System (MSRTS) for this purpose was developed by RTI and is descrlbed
in a veport that was published by RTI in May 1979.2 It'is recom&énd_g/{

the strategy out11ned in that Yay 19?9 report be considered, along wlth"bther
possible approaches, for implementation by ED.

%

-

2 John N. Pyecha. A Strategy for Using the Migrant Student Record Transfer
.System (MSRTS) to Bdtter Serve Handicapped Higrant Children (Final Report).
-Research Triangle rk, N.C.: Research Triangle Institute, May 1979.
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o Appendix A

Characteristics of the Migrant Student-Population? - .

' \
The purpose of this section is to overview the characteristics of migrant’
children as these characteristicg relate to the implementatidn of P.L. 94-142,
That is, the population of migrant children is large (see subsection 1) an
mobile (see subsection 2); is characterized by low attendance rates in a
number of different schools (subsection 3); has an extremely  high school
dropout rate (subsection 4); and suffers from a wider range of health problems,
which also occur at a greater incidence rate, than the average American (sub-
section 5). ) T

1 ¢

-4 Ll

1. Number of Migrant Children , "

-~

'As of 6 April 1979, 529,622 children of all ages have been either
enrolled or re-enrolled on the Mlgrant Student Record Transfer System (MSRTS).
_While estimates of the tot#l number of migrant children in the United. Staﬁes
"range upward to-about 900,000 (or substantially more), no reliable estimate is
available. Approxlmately 60 percent of the children enrolled on MSRTS are
from Texas, Callfornla, and Florida, the three major states serving migrant
children.

»

3. Mobility 7

R + A review of the literature on migrant children.indicates thatfmobility
is still a way of life for most migrant children, although the frequegpcy of
moving appears to be reduced for -some, Most studies indicate that mjgrant
children typicaily attend- at least two schools during the year; some ¢hildren
attend as many as €ix or eight schools. It has been estimated that,/on the

* average, migrant children 'attend three different. schools each year (Callfornla

State Board of Education, 1974). This estimate has been supported by of ficidls
of the Migrant Program Branch,” USOE, who have indicated in conversaplon that
the averagt number of schools attended annually by migrant childreq is*still
close to three (based on data from the program’'s Student Eligibility Form,’
“which requests information about the last.school attended). There aredperiods
when they are. not enrolled at all, such as when they are traveling, worklng in
the fields, needed for child care; or are maklng brief stopovers op ‘short~term

jobs. kJi?

During site wvisits }ecently conducted by the RTI staff, SEA and LEA
personnel estimated that one-half to, two-thirds of their, mlgranﬂ children
returned to their home school each year, and that the typlcal child attends

. perhaps.twe or three schools each year, o .ﬂ

Wﬂ(l& changes in mlgratlon patt:}n‘bare apparent, the 51gn&f1cance of
these changes is not yet known. Despite some indications of a zeductioh in
the mobility of some migrant children, there is an increase in the number of
children enrolling in ESEA Title I Migrant Programs in most states. It is not
vet clear teo whag:degree this” feflects an actual increase in .the number of

~

P

1 Cox, J. L., RYecha, ., ahd Cameron, B. (Characteristics of the Migrant

1 Student Population, Study of the ESEA Title I Migrant Program, Research Trlangle
Parkm Research Triangie Instltute, September 1976,




migrant ch1ldren, it probably results from a comb1nat1on of other factors, *

including better recrpltment procedures, the downward extension of migrant
educational programs-to 1nclude pre-schoolers,” a bigher rate of school retén-

tion (whether due to. spec1al educational programs or not), recent inclusion of
former mlgrants (those who dropped out of the migrant stream to remain in the

same,school,for at least one year) as being eligible for fund allocat1on and
the 1975 shift to ‘the~unse of the MSRTS.as a basis for d1str1but1ng funds

. 3. School Enrollment and Attendance Y

! - " Iy . - . \ —
Migrant students miss more days of -school than nonmigrant children;
the estlmate%fnumber of days migrant children attendeé school during the
regular schoo ear varies by source and by yvear.

it

L

g

A 19711; ort ba§ed on data from student samples 1ntF1or1da New Jersey,
Texas, and Callfornla found that the school attendance of migrant.children was
about 85 perceng offthat ofithe national average.  The data showed that, of

" the. equlval nt of 180 days in the school year prescrlbed by the regional,
dccrediti gqssoc1atlons and accepted by :the States, the aVerage atténdance
for,all dents?ﬂas 16& days; for migrant elementary students it was 14T
days, and for migrant secondary students it*was 137 days (Lonsulting Servlqes
Corporation, 1971). These statistics were from sample data from three base
states and the dountles selected for sampling in at least two of the states
(Florida and Texas) may have been biased by bousing policies of large corpora-
tions and_ growers, in the counties surveYed. -(The document reviewed did not‘J%j

‘indicate the direction of this bias.) N . _ \

Another source of information about school eurollment’ and atten ce is
the MSRTS. Stat1st1ca for the 1974-75 (9/1/74 to 6/1/75) reguldr school year
indicate that on the average, migrant children were enrolled 77 perceant of the
possible 180 days, and that théy attended sthool 93 :-percent of the time they
were enrolled A .

The opinion of Title I Migrant personnel as ex%ressed to RTI staff pembers
is that school attendance by migrant children is very high during the summer
term (with the majority of summer term enrollees in the pre-school to ll-year-
age group) but very\low during the regular school term. Attendance is low
particularly at perlods of the year when the-need for agrlcultural workers is
at a peak. :

4. Dropout Rate -

»

: An extremely high dropout, rate is reported by every source dea11ng
with the education of migrant children. The estimate of a 90 perceat dropout
rate prior-to bhigh schdol has been frequently cited during the last decade.
Despite expansion of educational prograbs serving migrant children, the dropout
rate does not yet seem to have been affected. A 1975 Education Briefing Paper
of the U.S. Office of Education cites .the same above-mentioned figure, saying,
"Nine out of 10 children of migrant. farm workers never.enter high school and
only ofe out of 10 of those who do ever graduates." K

5. Health Problems . .
Data indicate that migrants not only suffer from a wider range ofi:

health problems than the average c1t12en, but that the incidence of. these




problems is significqétly higher. Writers dealing with migrant health often
cite comparative informatiof taken from the Natiodal Disease and Therapeiitic
Index. to make this point. : The- Index contains data from a comparative sampling
of patients seen by a private physician and those seen inr a-migkant health
. préject. The comparisons /revealed that infectious and parasitic diseases of
the resplratory system and, diséases of the digestive system were from two to
five times as numerous, -uagg migrants is among the general population. “Tuber-
. culosis occurred 17 t1m-: as often,. veneral diseases 18 times as often, and
infestation’ with worms 35 times more often among migrants than among nonmi-
grants. The mortality /rate ,among migrant mothers was four times that of the
national average, and he per capita health expenditure per 1,000 births was
twice as much for migramts as for nonbigrants {Bove; 1972; Hew York State
. Conference on Migrant [Education, 1972).

~

A recent educa :J;al ﬁeeag~;;sessment conducted for the State of Florida
by an independent® c¢ sulting firm (D. A.-Lewis Associates, Inc., 1976) dealt
with gross motor ap« fine motor development among migrant and nonmigrant
“children. Gross” mgtior development is considered to be a good indicator of
-general health, phygical maturgtion, aird the- guality of the environment to
which an indjvidugl hag been exposed. Generally, migrant studeants were found
to have serious :oss‘motor defects«in several areas such as cardiovascular
endnrance, flexi-llliy, and balance factors. The report noted the£F168e
interrelationships between certa1n gross motor factors, and also the fact that
the young person's central”pervous system is extremely vulonerable to environ-
mental idsult. /Recommendations were made that "immediate attention should be

., 8iven to the possibility~that nutritional deficits, .health problems, and/or
ingestion of toxic substancés may be causally related to gross motor rétarda-

* tion: among mlgrant students."”

Il LI
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Desd&iption of the Survey Plan.

LT,

-

Section I of this appendix discusses the target bsgziﬁ%ibn and sample .
"desigh for the Survey of handicapped migrant children. Sections II and III
outline the data collection and confidentiaiity procedures, rpspectivély.

' . . .

.- r A

I. TARGET POPULATION AND SAMPLE DESIGN

LY R -

r

A. Target Population

L4

The underlying population of ‘interest for~the present study coansists of
all handicapped migrant children of legally migrant parents as of 1 January
1980. TUnfortunately, no hniversal pieselection factors éxisﬁ for identifying
this pop&iation in a cost-effective manner. As a result, study of this popu--
lation using.su;vey techniques would require an';xpensive screening proéess of
. eReral school-age population. However,,an exgpting national probéﬁiiity
sample that RTI receantly had selected from 3 particular subset of the popula-
tion of interest provided a feasible alternative for defining the target
pépulation for'thé telepfbne survey.’ Specifically, RTI had identified a
sample of 146 children who were enrolled in grades 2, 4, or 6 at non-special
education schools in *January-February 1978 and who were classified by these
schools as being TMR (trainable mentaliy retarded) or functionally disabled.
* Since the 146 migrant children in this. sample were enrolled on the Migrant
Student Record Transfer Systém (MSRTS)® data base, RTI obtained the assistance

- .

3 The Migrant Student®Record Tramsfer System (MSRF8) is a nationwide service
that maintains computerized files containing personal, health, and educational
data on iden;iﬁ‘ed migrant stutients. The MSRTS serves three major purposes.
First, it is designed to make educational and related health information .
.available to any cooperating gschool in 46 of the states (Alaska, Hawaii, New
Hampshire, and Rhode Island do not pdrticipate in MSRTS, however, Alaska is in
the process of becoming iavolved in MSRTS) and Puerto Rico within 3 few days
of the child's arrival at the school. Second, the recorded, educational and
healti data are tabulated and analyzed to provide management information for
project managers at the local, state, and national levels. Third, the student
enrollment data recorded in the MSRTS ake analyzed anfually to provide an
estimate of the total pumber of migrant stldents residing (for a full year or

(cotntinued)

-
.
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-of MSRTS staff in previding information about the educational histories fbr
thege students for theqlﬂ-month reference Period. ’

?his sample of students was designated as the Migrant Regular School °
Cgpponentqand its target populatinn was defined as all Randicapped leg
migrant children enroclled in no%-special education schools in the contiguofis
United States in grades 2, &, or 6 as of January 1978, ’

* To include a group of more severely handicapped students in the study,
;Ee existing sample was angmented by a small pumber of migrant children who

* 1

was noted that: . -

re enrisled in special education schools. In planning.this nugmentption

sample, i
1) A;ound 60 percent of all kno¥m mxgrants reside ~in three states
(Cal1f0rnia Florida, and Texas).

2) The vast maJorlty,of the probab111ty sample members. res1de in these

. three states part ‘of the year,
Therefore; in ordék to idenfify this particular sample RTI profess1ona1 staff

contacted 100 randomly selected pnbllc special schools in Califormia, Florida,

-

" and Texas to obtain a listing of mignant students currently earolled in those
schools. This information was requested in writing and then obta1ned through
telephone.?alls conducted 1n Harch 1980. » Thus, the target population for ‘the
Migrant Spec1a1 School Component was defined as all handicapped migrant’
children enrclled in spec1a1 education schools in the states of C lifornia, °
Florida, and Texas as of March 1980 and who are known to be enrolled on the
MSRTS by virtue of having an MSRTS identification number, '

A -

e »

1% (continued) '

for part of a year) in each state. This yearlY full-time equivalent (FTE) of
m1grant students is a major factor in determxnxng eich state's fund1ng level
for ESEA Title I migrant 'funds.

Although MSRTS filesc are continually updated to reflect the receipt of
health services and participdtion in general educational programs as migrant
students move in and out of schools, the MSRTS does not contain information
-,about the special needs of, and services prOV1ded to, handicapped migrants,
Furthermore, the MSRTS does not contaxn a reguiar mechanism for noting the
existencé of hand1capplng conditions. ' Space on MSRTS forms is provided for
indications of special health conditiofs and special educational: programs, but
there 'is no method for def1n1ng which conditions are clearly hand1capp1ng or
"whith services are clearly special services for the handicapped, nor are the
exXisting head1ngs detailed enough to enable analysts to ‘make these'determina-
t10ns by deductlon.
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Sampling Frame'and‘Sample Selection

1. ‘Sample Selection for Migrant Begular‘School Component

The Higrant Regular School Component was suppPrted by an existing

probability sample. Specifically, in.January-Februaty 1978, the Research

L

Triangle Idstitute selected .a pational probability sample of 5 762 migrant
students in grades 2, &, or 6 for achievement testing as part of an overall
effort to evaluateithe ESEA Title I Migrant Program An intermediate step was
‘the identification of 'all migrant children in grades ﬂ, 4, or 6 enrolled as of
December 31, 1978, in a ‘probability sampls’ of 34? regular schools (i.e.,

., special schools for handicapped children were eXcluded) in the contiguous

United States. Before testing, however, 146 of these students were identified
by their schoovl (or teacher) as being'THR or functionally disabled, and subse-

‘quently were excluded from amy testing. As such, a ready-made probability

aample from the intended target population for the Higrant Regular School
Component ‘was already ‘in~hand. ‘

In general terms, the sample design for the study of the national ESEA
Title I Migrant Program was a stratified’ multistage design with counties,
public school districts, and schools_at the first three stages’ of eample
selection. Subaequent stages of sampling depepded on whether the eventual
migrant student 'was known to the school-lemel staff as being migrant (in which
case the student was selected at the fourth stage 'of sampling), or whether a
screening process of selecting classrooms at the fourth stage and students at
the fifth stage had to be implemented. The design was intended to produce a

self-weighting sample of nonhandicapped students. To achieve this, schools at

the third 'stage were selected (unconditionally) with probability proportional

to the estimated number of migrant children at the school ih January 1978 who
were expected to be enrolled in grades 2 4, or 6. As such, moderate unequal
weighting effects could be reflectbed in the probability sample of handicapped
F

migrants for this component 2 d

2.  Sample Selection ior Higrant Special School Component

The Migrant Special School Component was. supported by a stratified
three-stage sample design. Specifically, the probability sample of.counties
‘ \ R

2 - A description of the sampling frame and sample selection methodolaogy for
the pational impact study of theESEA Title I Migrant Program is presented in
Appendix A of Volume IV of the final report for that study (B Cameron et al.,

* Study of the ESFA Title I Migrant Education Program. Volume IV. Research

Triangle Park, N.C.: Research Triangle Institute, té be published in
December 1980). : . . 2
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selected in supp9rt of the ESEA Title I Migrant Study (limitedetp talifbrnia,
Texas, and Froriaa) served as- the first-stage sample. A list of 100 special
education schools.in these samplé Counties was constrhcted ueing the current
year Currlculum Information Center (CIG) directory of elementary and secondary _
schools. These 100 schools were located in a total of 66 school dlStrlCtS

the school district administering each of the special education sphools
in this second-stage sample was contacted to—aetermﬁne the nember of migrant
students currently enrdlled in the school. .Of the 66 districts contacted,
only 2 refused to release this information. "Most district officials were very
coopérative. Resp;ndents were asked to identify only those children who had
MSRTS identification numbers. If thp student did not have an MSRTS ID number,
they were excluded from the sampling frame. For évery student with an MSRTS
ID number, the student's name, sex, and birthdate also were requested so that
that information would be available if the student were selected in the final
sample. Howe%er, some problems encountered in the listing process necessi-‘
tated a change' in the procedﬁre Since district- and school-level officials
d1é not always have MSRTS ID numbers noted in the records of students attend~-
ing the special schools, RTI staff had to .contact (with district-level per-
miésion).t@e local Regiondl Migrant Directors in order to'verify migrant
enrollment at the Schools. Several of the distritts céntacted did not par-
tieipate in the migrant program and, therefore, MSRTS ID numbers were usually
not assigned'to stuqents in their district. A total of 87 handicapped migrant
students were identified in this sample of special schaole.

As with the Regular .School Component, the MSRTS 'ID numbers for this
sample_ of 37 stu@ents were sent to the MSRTS so that educational histories on
these students could be obtained(fdr the ls-month rgference’period. When this
«information was returned to RTI, a sample of 50 students was randomly selected
fromlthe total sample frame. ‘ - .

3. Realized Sample Sizes and Prajected Precision

Data were collected and reported for 153, or 78 percent; of the 196

-

students selected into the regular and special school components. This

réalized sample of 153 students includes 130 in the Regular SchqﬁI’@bmponent

(89 percent of the 146 sele}ted) and 23 in the Special School Component (46
" percent of the So,ﬁelected) Data were not collected and/or reported for the

-

43 other students for the following reasons: * -

N .t
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Regular School Students--of the 16 nonrespondents in this category,
8 had no eanrocllment 1nformat1on 11sted on the MSRTS for the 18-month
reference period, 7 were not known to school staff, and 1 was en-*
rolled in a district that refused to participate in the survey.
Special School Students--of the 27 nonrespondents in this category,
12 had enrollments that dnly were for onme day or were not within the
ringe of the l8-month reference pefiod; 10 were enr?lled in districts
that refused to participate in the survey, and 5 were not known to
school staff.

Data collected on this sample of Wandicapped migrant childrem can, in

-

-

thcory, be weighted to.geflect its under1y1ng probability mechanism and thereby
yzeld unbiased estlmates of target populat1on counts and ‘proportions. Sample
sizes for the respectlve components, however were inadequate to warragat any
attempt to approximate the precision of these parameter estimates. Ig@eed,
even the first-order probability structure of the sample data can be yieﬁed as
of secondar[_importance. That is, the primary role played by imposing a
formal probability structure is one of providin; rigor in defining the intended
target populations and the mechanism for selecting "representative! individuals
from these target populatiods. Even though the sample data were analyzed as
if they were purposively selected (and not a realization of applying 2 speci-

fied probabilify mechanism), this selection proéedure was preferred (ecdnomic-

Ll

ally ahd‘intuitively) over a purely subjective selection of target populaticn

members.

II. DATA-COLLECTIONPROCEDURES
‘ . . ' ‘ - - *
School enrollment histories for the 18-month period covered by the survey
were extracted for each sample student from the MSRTS by MSRTS 'staff. These

histories were studied by RII staff to identify pdssible missing enrollments,

-

as: evidenced b§ large time gaps between successive earollments. ‘RTI survey
staff, experienced in conductin%xzelephone 1nterv1ews, telephoned schools and
projects to complete the brief questionnaire descrlbed below and to attempt to
fill in these ‘enrollment gaps. _

Procedures for conaucting-the telephone interviews were specified iwm 2
. telephone interview guide (see Appendix C). ‘Prior to apy contact with school

personnel, RTI notified and secured approval for data collection activities




from fEDAC, hhief State Sehool Officers, and othey state and LEA persoiinel as
appropriate. After obtaining appropriate approvgﬂ and before initiating the
telephone interviews, staff in the sample of spec1al eEPcatlon schools located
in Califormia, Florida, and Texas were contacted and asked to identify (by
MSRTS numbers) any currently enrolled migrant children. As discussed in the
previous eectiod, a sample of children.ffom thése schoels augmented the sample
" of handicapped chlldren enrolled 1n»regular sehools. The procedure's followed
in notifying state, dlstrlct, -and school personnel, and »in conducting the
telephone interviéws are described below. - . ¢

A. Notifying State and Local Education Agencies

‘ " The first contact with the educational hiera;chy in each state was a
-mailing to the Chief State® School Officer (CéSO) of each of gthe 48 contiguous
states. (ALl states were contacted since it was possible that sampled students
could have been enrclled in most of the continental states at some time during
the 18-month enrollment period on which the survey was focused.) This mailing,

,which was conducted in December 1979, inclgeed introductory materials and

details of the study effort. ‘ o

The purpose of the 0556 mailout was to inform C350s about the study, to
secure their participation, and to determine how to proceed to the &istrict-
level if, or when, sample students were identified as being.enrolled in dlS'
tricts in their state. The mailout consisted of . letter from Dr. Edw1n

Martin, Deputy Comm1831oner of the Bureau of Education for the Handlcappeé, 3

summary descrlptlon of the project and, if applicable, a list of districts

attended in the state by sample ghildren. CSS0s in Callfornla,.Florlda, and

Texas received a letter listing districts identified. for both the Regular and

Special School Components. - Informat:.on:.})coples .were sent to the State

ant Director, and the State CEIS

Coord1nator in each state. Coples.Lf the California, Texas, and Florlda

Spec1al Educatlon Director, the State Mi

mailouts also were sent to the Regional ngrant Direftors in ‘these three

s .

states. . o

Follow-up calls to the CSSOs\in each state weﬂe initiated in Jandary

1980, v:ﬁé purpose of these Talls was to obtain the ($S0s #greement to par=-
ticipate in the study, to determine who would act as Project Coordinator at

the state level, and to verify the procedure for district mailouts. Ia most

. g
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' scases;'the stage-level Projeét Coordinator agreed to contact the superinten-
dents of selected;districts in advance of tne direct mailout to that district.'-
* A telephoné interviewer was traiped to conduct the state-leve} calls ond was
instructed to give pfiorit? to calling the C580s of the 17 states with school
districts identified in the study. Of the 48 states contacted, only one state
refugsed to participate, Sinée none of the sample.students attended schools in
that state, this refusal did not represent a loss of data to the surVey
The state-level calls were documented on Standard RTI telephone tracing
control forms. Following the telephone conversatlon, a confirmation letter
verifying tqs state's agreement, to part1C1pate w38 immediately sent to the
CS50 or to the ProJecp Coordinator. A log was developed to record the name of
the Project Coordinator in each state and to note any sPec1a} iastructions
concerning RTI'S mailout to district superinténdents.
'In mid-February, mailouts were sent to the superinteadents of the dis-
tricts identified for both the Regular School and the Special School Compoaents.
A total of.71 school dis??iCtS were fﬁentified as being attended by students

in the regular schools sample. Ten of these districts also were inoluded in

the total numbergﬁf 66 districts in which the 100 special schools identified

for the Special cnoois Component were enrolled: In addition to an informa-
tional cover letter, each mailout consisted of a project sﬁmmary, a confiden-
tiality-of-data statement and a copy of the letter sént to the CSSO.

Again, the Regular School Component mailout was. followed by a confirma-
tion call from RTI telephone ;nterviewe;s, These calls commeaced during the
first week in March 1980. The-purpose of these ‘calls’'was to obtain permission
to conduct the interviews, to provide the district official with the names of
sample s s and of the schools that they attended in that district, and to
set up a%inment for thegactual interview. During these calls, a deter-

» hination was mhde by the district officzal as to whether or not to respond t¢
the 1nterv1ew at the dlStrlCt level or at the school Yevel. If the district
"official desigoated another staff member at the district or school level to be
the respondent the district official was usually willidg to preface RTI's
call with a call to the respondent explaining the study and’ the inforpation
that would be requested. If a school contact to complete an interview was

'nepessary, it was made by 'telephone according to instructions given by the
-districs officiaiz In some cases, it was necessary, at the distriot offi-

cial's reque?t, to gsend an introductory letter to the school prior to making

L

B.? Ehs'




-

the telephone call. The letter identifled-the telephone interviewer, the
agency for whom the study was being conducted, and the #ature of the required

mformat&on .

-

Cae full time 1nter71ewer and ohe back-up “interviewer were a551gned to
this task. A brief telephone gulde was develpped for the completion of these

injtial calls and both: interviewers were trained on how to handle the initial

district-level contacte. - '
!

» A

Conductlng the Telephone Interv1ews

All data=collection act1V1t1es (telephone 1nterv1ews)‘were conducted by
RTI survey personnel who were ‘Fperlenced in conductlng telephone interviews
and who were thoroughly trained in the specific procedures develdped for the
IEP survey. The interviews w1th LEA/school-level personnel served a dual
‘purpose. First, "they helped to fill in educatlop histories; second, they
provided relevant IEP information. Although some interviews were conducted
with-'staff at the school level, the desired mformat:.on was obtained mo7£
frequently at, the district level. ’ E

Appendix C contains the;Interviewer Guide. This guide was supplem nted’
by a set of general 1nstructlons and procedural reminders to 1nterv1e£:rs,
along with 2 written summary dedcribing the‘survey ‘and its purposes aqd;auth-
orizations, and a separate description of confidentiality prDceduregilfThese

materials were presented and discussed during training to give integviewers a
A

thorough understanding “of the;{Krvey so they could ansver questi,éo'é frog

gchool officials, as well ag t¢ insure that the 1nterv1ewers fullw nnderstood
the telephone interview protocol. v E‘ff

The results of each 1nter71ew were recorded on a Student Cﬁntrol Form
(see attachment to Interview Guide, Appendix C) ° CUne Student Control Form was
associated with each sample student. If there was more than one saq:ple student
in'a contacted school or institutien, the mult1ple Student Control’Forms were
aggregated and used by the interviewers durlng a 81ngle 1nterv1ew. . The various
column headings on this form were associated w1th questions asked durlng the
interviey, as shoah in the Interview Guide. :

The interviewer also had a Schpol Contrgl Form (not shown) for each
school. This form contained a2 listfng of 211 sample stitdents who are/were
enrolled in the-school; it notedfaffo the names of state and local officials

who had given permission for the s-r'v.y, As such, the School Control Form wag

3J
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u.sed to orié’h‘t‘/he cogtacted school official to the study :i.nterviewr Also, it

was used by intervievers to note ‘any call-back information™ and record the
status of interview completions for the schooL

The interview began after the appropriate school off1c1al was reached by

~telephone. The interviewer introduced himself/herself, indicated that he/she
was ‘calling from RTI, and specified the purpose of the call, .as.well-as_the
authorizq;ion for the interview. The interviewer then asked if the school
official had the records of the spec1f1ed student(s) available, or if a call

" back was preferred. . Any questions that were asked ahout the study were -
answered either by the interviewer,f%he inte}viewer's,supervisor, or the RTI
Project Director. ) . '

_When the official agceed to provide information to RTI anddhed the appro-
priate student .records at band, the substantive questions wece asked. This
part of the interview ‘contained nine basic }teps (labeled A through I in
Section II of the Interview Guide) ‘and a terminal step {laheled q). The,
interview guide included instructions to interviewers, interspersed with,
verbatim comments to respondents. Specific information obta:i.ned for eac_h‘

student in answer to the questions used in steps A-I were recorded on the

-

Student Control Form. . " v
In step A the interviewer attempted to verify or correct the attendance-
record of the student at the SubJeCt schoo1 as reported.by MSBTS (or as pro-
vided by a previously called school; see step C). 1In step B, he/she obtained
a complete record of attendance of the student at the subject echool through-
out the time span of interest. These steps were necessary because informatfon
received from other schools, and information received from MSRTS, waglat times
incomplete or inaccurate with respect to school records. The specific purpose
of step B was to make certain that all dates of attendance were recoxded,
s1nce it iz net uncommon that migrant famllles move back to the same area oc
areas in seasonal patterns. The student's date of birth was verified, the
assigned grade level fo; the student during his or.her enrollment period(s)“
was noted.” Step C was 1ncluded to ver1fy/1denti£x‘any 1nd1¢at1ons in the
subject séﬁ{;ol 8 records concerm.ng attendance in other schools, thus helping
to fill gaps in enrollment histories. The grhde level in which the studehﬂ‘

—

was enrolled was requested 1n step D~ .. ’

»

In step E, the- 1nterv1ewer began to retrieve information central to study
purposes, by asking if the student had been identified as,havlng special




educatlon needs due to a handlcapplng condition. This infoﬁhation.was neéﬂed
from each sch.ol for each per1od in which the student was enr order to

answer the study question concerned with the ideptification ) 1capped
. migrant students across schools (see question (a), Sggtlon 111 of Chapter:l).

Step F was entered only if the answer to step E was affirmative. In

step F, the intexviever determined whether an IEP, or 'more.than one IEP had
been develope&‘for ‘the subject student. This infotmation was necessar’!to
respond to the SEEdY questlon about the extent to which. IEPs are developed “for
handlcappdd migrant students (seq question (b), Section 111 "of Chapter 1).

- fhe questions in sfeps G and H solicit information about the degree to
" which different schools share, and find useful, {EPs or related 1nforMat1on.
If- the school has rece1ved -an IEP from another school in which one of tbet :
sample students was preV1ously enrolled questlons 2 and 3 in step H aollcated
1nformatlon about the ntillty of the IEP (To what extent was it useful’ To
what extent was it adopted?). The questlons asked in steps G and H were .
necessary to respond to study questién (c), Section III of Chapter 1.

In the event'that one or more IEPs was (were) developed for the student,

the interviewer Lin step 1) solzc1ted a copy of the IEP(s) from the school .
(with personally identifying jnfprmation removad). In this step, the 1nter-
viewer assured ‘the respondeant of confidentiality'procedures and provided
spec1f1c 1nstructlons for processlng and delivering the IEPs. In 3ddition to
the conf1dent1arity measure epployed in-housg at RTI, the respondent was
requested to’ add a date to the IEP (where necessary) and to substitute an’

o

identifying number for the sfudent's name. : - X
. . " I |
? '

" III. PROCEDURES EQP ASSURING’CONFIDENTIALITY

n
H I

) Ha1llngs pp the Chyef State School Offzcers and to LEA superlntenJEnts
included ‘a confidentzalzty-of -data statemeat prepared joiatly by RTL and a
member of the Privacy and Information.nghts Staff ED (see Appendlx D). , The
confldentlallty-of -data statement moted that data-collectloﬁ procedures, planned
for the survey.were in compllanqe with both the Privacy Act of 197%-and with
the Famlly Educational* Rights and Pnlvacy Act of 1974 (FERPA) that every

precaution would be exerc1sed to protect the identity- of . every study partici-

pant, and that collected raw daty would be ised only‘by RTI personnel.

v -
]
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| .
As‘previously disbd%ﬁédi it was requested that’%chool stoff remo;e all

pereoneiiy idéhtifying.student information from the IEPs forwarded to RTI.
Hovevér, proper analysistof the IEPs required the capability'to link the IEPs
collectedfjxom,different schools for the, same studemt, while still proteoFing
‘the‘anonymity and confidentiality of data related to participating LEAs and
"schools, This requirement was met through the 3351gnment of ID numbers that
perm1tted ‘RTI tolink the documents -te their associated studentg A master
11‘! linking ID numbers to the names .0f students Jwas maintained at RTIY and,
treated as highly c_onflde’nt'ial_. Thio ];lit was destroyed jhen data analysis
-act1V1t1eg were completed, L s

¢ All handling of source documents (completed interview questlonnalres and
'phbtocopied 1EPs)- at RTI was, done uﬂ!!luthe technicakl superv151on of profes-

sional survey staff. These _source documents were destroyed upon completzon of
/

\
*)

data agalysis actlvityes
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; Telephone Interview Cuidé: e
v Y

(NOTE: General’ instructions which reiterate polnts”mgde in training N
"are not shown berey, | This -material contains the procedures to be
followed after contact 1s established with thg apprc»priate school
official ‘ ' - . : S P

L v ’

w

. R BEGINNIHG THE" INTERVIEW
. T’

oMy NAME IS C - AND I AM ING FROM THE RESEARCH
TRIANGLE INSTITﬂTE Iu‘fhzszanca TRIANGLE PARK) IN NORTH CAROLINA. WE
ARE CONDUCTING' A STUDY CONGERNING THE EDUCATZON OF HANDICAPPED STUDENTS OF
MIGRANT WORKER PAMILIES.” THE STUDY IS, BEING DONE UNDER CONTRACT WITH
THE U.S. OFFICE.OF Enucaiiou THROUGH THE BUREAU.OF EDUCATION FOR THE
HANDICAPPED. - |

(For reguia ublic schools ) WE HAVE OBTAINED THE PERMISSION OF,
(name of appropriate SEA or LEA official) TO TELEPHONE YOU WITH
QUESTIONS ABQUT. STUDENT RECORDS OF (studedt name(s)).

... WE ARE SPEGIFICALLY INTERESTED IN THE STUDENT'S ENROLLMENT HISTORY
AND ANY INDJCATIONS OB 'SPECIAL EDUCATION AND RELATED SERVICES. IS IT
POSSIBLE FOR YQU -To PULL THE STUBENT'S RECORDS WHILE I HOLD, OR WOULD YOU
PREFER THAT I CALL BACK LATER? . %"~

E] Il

L

¥ ’ - '___‘ : - . -
Instructions- to ’Interviéwer .

Sw
- -

1. If tHe schaoi of‘.ficial wishes to be called back later, ask
when would be a. convediént time and técord gon School Control Form.

T

2. It the sch001 ofﬂicial asks questions about the study,
answer _these to the best .of your ability based on the study summary
you have been %}ven. e >

e -
U

3. . If the school & fi;ia&’wants further information, tell him/
her that wewill be pleasdd to send him/her.a written summary descrip-
tion of the suxyey and {tg purposes. . If the official has specific
concerns, transfer the call to Ms. Jume Palmour, RTI Survey Specialist,
or take the ofﬁ}ciﬁl's name and telephone number and have Ms, Palmour
or Dr. John Pyécha, the REI Project Director, return the call.

’ -

4, 1f the school official will pull the records, proceed with
the following interview fqr'éach student. Record responses on the'
Student Contro Form. ; / ' :

[ . £}

B ) R

1 # [ L

; " Do YOU HAVE THE RECORD§ ) student name {3) HANDY? '(Let the achool
offigial get the records in front of him/her.) ' :

44
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. (ﬁOTE: Proceed with Steps D~I for each period the‘student was enrolled-

' II. COLLECTING THE INTERVIEW DATA

- -

Ask A-I for every- sample student'listed for school.

-;cbnfifm'thé student’s date of birth and sex.) v

“A. IT ¥s DUR UNDERSTANDING FROM THE MIGRANT STUDENT RECORD TRANSFER
SYSTEM AND QTHER,SCHOOL SOURCES THAT (student name) WAS ENROLLED
IN YOUR (SCHOOL/INSTLTUTION) FROM (date) T0 (date) (AND ALSO FROM
{date) TO (date) (AND (date) TO (date))).- CAN YoU TELL ME IF
THIS' ENROLLMENT INFORMATION IS ACCURATE ACCORDING 10 THE SCHOOL

RECORDS? (Record numeric code response in Columm A of Student
Contrp;:Form.) .

'-‘Yes; respondent confirms date(s).
No; respondent disputés one or more dates. Indicate
disputed dates on Student Control Form under Enrollment ~
Dates. Ask for details if not spontaneously given.

-

: ﬁnable to locate records of student (terminate,intervigw).

B. °WERE THERE ANY' OTHER TIMES THIS STUDENT WAS ENROLLED IN YOUR -
-+ (SCHOOL/INSTITUTION) DURING THE PERIOD FROM JANUARY 1978 THROUGH

JUNE 19797 (Record numeric code of response in Column B of
Student Control Form.) - |

1. Yes-3(Indicate dates on Student Control Form under
Enrollment Dates.)

2. No. b
. i

o

C. I HAVE ONE MORE QUESTION ARQUT THE ENROLLMENT HISTORY OF (student
name). DO YOUR RECORDS INDICATE OTHER SCHOOLS OR INSTITUTIONS
BESIDES YOURS IN WHICH THIS STUDENT MAY HAVE BEEN ENROLLED AT ANY
TIME FROM JANUARY 1978 TO JUNE 19797 (Record number code of
response in Column C of Student Control Form.)

f. Yes — (Record details in Qther Scheols section on
. Student Control Form. After interview, see

supervigsor re completion of updating of a School
Control Form for egﬁ? new schqol.)
. 2. No.' _ . *

-
.

NOW I wQuLD LIKE TO ASK A COUPLE OF ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS ABGUT

: EACH OF (HIS/EER ENROLLMENTS .
name) DURING { (B82S /HER) . ENROLLUENT } AT YOUR SCHOOL.

>
* -

at the schopl.) %.

&




WHAT GRADE WAS THE STUDENT' IN DURING THE TIME  OF ENROLLMENT?
(Record on Student Control Form{) t

-

WAS (student name) ASSESSED AND FOUND.TO HAVE A HANDICAPPING
CONDITION THAT REQUIRED SP.EC;[AL EDUCATION AND RELATED SERVICES
* DURING (B date)? (Record numeric code of response in Column E
of Student Control Form.) . .

l, * Yes ’ )

2, No=—GO T0 J. Check for "no" responses that ate applicable
., to the school enrollment period for whjch the
* student was reported in the national study of the
Migrant Education Program as being handicapped, If
the responses are not consistent, tactfully explain
the inconsistency to the school official and atsempt
to clarlfy the gituation. Note any inconsistencies
in the "notes" gection of the Student Control Form.:

~

. 3, Don't know

- L -

F. WAS AN IEP DEVELOPED FOR THIS STUDENT DURING (enrollmqnl: date)?
(Record numeric code of responéb in Column F of Student Control
Form.) ) 'f

~

3. Don't know

~

IS THERE ANY INDICATION IN YOUR RECORDS THAT YOUR SCHOOL EVER
PROVIDED TO ANOTHER SCHOOL OR INSTITUTION AN IEP OR OTHER SPECIFIC
INFORMATION AROUT THIS STUDENT'S HANDICAPPING' CONDITION?

l. . Yes , . ) !
i

2, No *

IS THERE ANY INDICATION IN YOUR RECORDS THAT YOUR SCHOOL EVER
RECEIVED FROM ANOTHER SCHOOL OR INSTITUTION AN IEP OR OTHER SPECIFIC
INFORMATION ABOUT THIS STUDENT'S HANDICAPPING CONDITION?

I, Yes —:aGO TO H2 and H3.
\-2, Ho ~+ G0 TO I if answer to F was yes;
otherwise GO TO J.

L}

-
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H:2. (If an IEP was recelved from another school) TO WHAT EXTENT WAS IT
USEFUL? . e ,

Very useful. . /

_Moderately useful.
0f little 6; no use.

Don't know.
M Y
-

H.3"S(If- the IEP was received) TO WHAT DEGREE WAS IT ADOPTED?

]

1. Adopted in total.

2. Adopted with slight modification. .

3.///N6t adopted at all,

4. Don't know.
-
(Record additional- details regarding usefulness of’ IEPs
the Notes section of the Student Ccnﬁrol Form.) '

~ (If one or more IEPs were developed for student)
IN ORDER TO SATISFY THE REQUIREMENTS OF THIS SURVEY, WE WILL NEED.
TO EXAMINE (THIS. IEP/THESE IEPS). WOULD YOU PLEASE PLACE THE )
SPUDENT'S MSRTS # ON*THE IEP(S), BLANK OUT THE STUDENT'S NAME TO -
INSURE PRIVACY PROTECTION, AND MAIL (1T/THEM) TO OUR SURVEY DIRECTOR’

(If-no; or hesitation: explain why needed and remind

‘ respondent of consent of state and district officials;
describe confidentiality safeguards, ask again. If
persistent refusal, indicate as a note on school record
form and inform your supervisor“) T

THE wAY TO PROCEED WITH THE IEP(S) UILL BE TO DELETE OR REMOVE THE
STUDENT'S NAME AND HIS/HER PARENTS' SIGNATURE IF THEY APPEAR ON THE
DOCUMENT . ALL' OTHER INFORMATION SHOULD BE LEFT AS IT IS. ,IF A DATE
DOES NOT APPEAR ON THE IEP, PUT THE BEGINNING AND ENDING DATES OF
THE ENROLLMENT -PERIOD IN THE UPPER LEFT CORNER OF THE FIRST PAGE’
BECAUSE -THE NAME I$ DELETED, FT IS EXTREMELY IMPORTANT THAT THE
PROPER CODE NUMBER FOR THIS STUDENT-BE LISTED ON. THE IEP IN THE
UPPER RIGHT CORNER OF THE FIRST PAGE. THAT NUMBER READS AS FOLLOWS:
(student ID) sLasH (school ID). )

a 4 . . " .

ARE THERE ANY QUESTIONS? . . . OK. PLEASE MAIL THE IEP(S) TO
MS. JUNE PALMOUR, RESEARCH TRIANCLE INSTITUTE, \BOST OFFICE
BOX 12194, RESEARCH TRIANGLE PARK, NG 27709. MS. PALMOUR IS
BANDLING IEP RECEIPT FROM RTI'S SURVEY OPERATIONS CENTER.

For each*enrollment period in which IEP was developed‘ cdde:
1. '~ I£'LEA/School will gend IEP -
+2.*" ~ Refusal to send IEP (Record details on Problem/Refusal

C.4




(If information about the last enrollment period has been obtained,

conclude interview; otherwise, repeat steps D - I for the next
enrollment period.) THIS CONCLUDES THE QUESTIONS I HAVE FOR YOU
TODAY. THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION IN THIS SURVEY.

. " )

/
(Terminate interview.)

-




“Intervicwer Name

MSRTS ID #"

»

Student MName

STUDENT CONTROL FORM

-

Date of Birth*

L]

Perqpn
Contacted

Countact
Date

Enrollment
Dates

From To

School/District

5

b Name -

-

ip #

District

Rame

1b #

District

COMMENTS :

T4y

échool Name

/-

OTHER SCHOOLS

Location

LY

Dates Student Albonded

-
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'Cohfidquiality'of Data,
3

A National Survpy of Individaalized Educatlon Programs -
~ Research ‘Triangle Institute

Throughout the conducting of a national survey of Individual Educa-
tion Programs (IEPs) the Research Triangle Inatitute (RTI) will- comply
with both the Privacy Act of 1974 aud the Family Educational Riglts and
Privacy Act of 1974, Every precaution will be exercised to protect the
identity ‘of every participant, whether atudent, staff membet, school,

school district, or individual State All data are collected only fdt -

internal use by RTI.

Privacy Act of 1974

W

The General Counsel of HEW in a memorandum dated May 14, 1976,
ruled that record systems developed and malnégzned by a contractor are
not necesaarily "systems of records” undef the Privacy Act of '1974. The
atatement ia conditional and holds true insofar as, "the contractlng
agency ia intereated only in obtaining the results of the research or.
other work performed under the c¢ontract .(ggmerally in the form of "a
report) and doea mot require the contractor to furnish it [the con-

- tracting agegcy] individually identifiable records from the system
s#atablished by the contracter . . . .”" . e, R

To meet the provisions of ‘the Pr!bacy.Act of 1974, the.following
procedurea will be followed. During the data collection process, RTI
will maintain their filea in terma of student I.D. number. Any identi-
fiable student.information (e.g., link between studedt name and RTI
student I.D. number) will be kept in- a secure encrypted file which will
be destroyed following data collection. . The Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare will not have access to any personally 1dent1flr
able information obtained during the course of this study.

The Family Educational nghts and the Privacy Act of 1974 (the Buckley

Amendment) .

- ‘I'he HEW regulationa on Privacy Rights of Parents apd Students,
which implement the Family Educational Rights and the .Privacy Act of
1974 (FERPA), provide for certain disclosures of personal information by -
school districta, without prior consent: o

* . L

- -

{a)" An educational agency or inatitution may disclose personally
identifiable information from the education records of a
. student without the written consent of the parent of the
-i}student « « « if the disclosure "ia: .
(6) To organizationa conducting atudies for, or on behalf of:
educational agencies or institutions for the purpose of
developing, wvalidating, or administering predictive
testa, administerlpg student aid programa, and improving
instruction. i : .

»

SA,




In accordance with the above !;gulatlonq, achoolg are permitted to
disclose, without written consent, personally 1dent1flab1e.1nformat10n
from studenta’ educational records to RTI, which is an.suthorized repre-
sentative of the Secrethg of HEW Hy vzrture of its cofitract with HEW to
evaluate IEP$. Schools™~and schoa} districts may ‘thus .feel free to
cooperate with RTI withdut £epx of -violating the prov1sions of the
Family Educational Rights and Prmvacy Act (FERPA). dccordance with
the provisions of the Act, whenever RTI data gatherers are given access
to student “files, a 'record of that agcess and the. purpase will be left
‘ in the -student’s folder.’.” Thes& procedures have been worked out in
cooperaiion with approprlabe-offlciaik"ln HEW "and have been found to
meet legislative requitement! designed to protect the privacy of study
_Participants. ‘

» -
L 4 -

v  Specific questzons dbout FERPA should be directed to Mr. William
Riley of the Fair Information Practices Staff, 200 Independence Avenue,
§.W., Room 526E, Washimgtom, D.C. 20201, ﬁr. Riley's telephone number
is (202) 245- 7488 Questzons about the Privacy Act may be addressed-to
Mr. William Wooten in car® of -the Privacy and Information Rights Staff,
“400 Maryland Avenue, S. W.,-Room 3851 Domohoe Building, Washington, D.C.
2020&, Mr. Wooten's telephone number is (202) 472-2655. .

»
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